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This study assessed tre effects of a do-say procedure and phase
sequencing on the correspondence behaviors of seven preschoolers.
Three subjects received correspondence-content (Group A) phase
sequencing training and four subjects received content-correspondence
(Group B) phase sequencing training. During the Content Phase, sub
jects received reinforcerrent (socials, stickers, snack, etc.) for
verbalizations about engaging in a pre-determined non-preferred acti
vity. During the Correspondence Phase, subjects received reinforce
ment for verbalizations about the non-preferred activity only when
they had actually engaged in play with that specific non-preferred
activity. The results indicated that in rrost instances, reinforce
ment of verbalizations alone results in increases in those verbaliza
tions about a specific activity, with little or no increase in the
corresponding behavior with that activity. Also, the effects of· a
correspondence-content sequence versus a content-correspondence one
are not clear.

The results obtained fran this study sho,.,ed little

variation as indicated by Baseline2.

I would like to ackno..,rledge the guidance and assistance of Dr.
Ho..,rard Farris, Dr. Neil Kent, Dr. Paul Mountjoy, Dr. Chris Kororlakos,
Dr. David Keenan and Michael Masters during.the construction, imple
mentation and writing of this project.
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CHAPI'ER I

INrIDOOCTION
The purpose of this study is to determine the effects of re
inforcement and the sequencing of behaviors on correspondence be
Correspondence refers to saying sare

haviors of preschool children.

thing will be done and doing it (say-do) or doing sarethi.ng and say
ing it was done (do-say).
Most of the research in the area of correspondence training was
conducted with the assumption that a functional relationship exists
between verbal and non-verbal behavior (Karlan and Rusch, 1982).
Lovaas (1961) hypothesized that the presurred functional relationship
was due to reinforcing stimuli camon to corresponding verbal and
non-verbal behavior or because one acted as a discriminative stimu
lus for the other.

Risley and Hart (1968) suggested that much of

behavior therapy is based on the assumption that restructuring and
reorganizing a client's verbal statements about his world and himself
will result in a corresponding reorganization of the client's beha
vior with resp=ct to that world.

They suggested that alterations

in non-verbal behavior could be produced by altering verbal behavior
in convenient settings such as the therapist's office.

Rogers-Warren

and Baer (1967) suggested that developing correspondence between verbal
and non-verbal behavior may be an efficient means of increasing pro
social behaviors.
1

2

Farly research in the area of control of non-verbal behavior
consisted of single treat:rrent phases. The focus was on attanpting
to alter the related verbal behavior.
verbal conditioning.

Israel (1978) called this

Such conditioning is exemplified by the work

of Sherman (1964), Lovaas (1961 and 1964), and O'Leary (1968).
Sherman (1964) and Lovaas (1961) found that the reinforcement of
verbal staterrents had limited or minimal effects on the correspond
ing play behavior.

Lovaas (1964) found that the verbal operants,

"faster" and "slc:Mer", slightly increased or decreased the rate of
lever pressing.
tions.

O'Leary (1968) trained students to use self-instruc

Based on his results, he suggested that those who were trained

produced fewer instances of "imroral behavior" than those who were not
trained.

Based on the above mentioned studies, it appears that al

tering verbal behavior alone has minimal effects on the corresponding
non-verbal behavior. Lovaas (1961) suggested that verbal control may
be the result of the individual's past history and the higher proba
bility of receiving reinforcerrent for "doing what one is saying."
More recently a number of studies have been conducted which have
involved ooth a verbal (content) canponent and a correspondence canpo
nent.

The yerbal canponents (content) consisted of reinforcing a sub

ject's verbalizations about what he did or was going to do, regardless
of what he actually did or ended up doing.

For example, in a do-say

paradigm, all of the subject's verbalizations about what he did were
reinforced. In a say-do paradigm, all of the subject's verbalizations
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about what he was going to do were reinforced.

The correspondence

canponents consisted of reinforcing a subject's verbalizations about
what he did or was going to do only when they were in direct corres
pondence with actual behavior (positive correspondence).

For example,

in a do-say paradigm, the subject's verbalizations were reinforced
only when they were accurate as to what he had done.

In a say-do

paradigm, the subject's verbalizations were reinforced only after he
did what he said he was going to do.

Such studies include those by

Rcg'ers-Warren and Baer (1967), Israel and Brown (1977), Karoly and
Dirks (1977), Israel (1973), Risley and Hart (1968) and Israel and
O'Leary (1973).
. Karoly and Dirks (1977) , Israel (1973) and Israel and O'Leary
(1973) contrasted say-do paradigms with do-say paradigms.

All three

studies used a baseline, content training, correspondence training
sequence.

The studies also used a play activity situation within a

pre-school setting.

The results of the studies indicated that in

alrrost all cases, the say-do (saying sanething will be done and doing it) sequences resulted in greater increases in correspondence than
the do-say (doing sarething and saying that it was done) sequences.
Israel and O'Leary (1973) reported the percentage of individuals
actually saying and doing rather than recording the two separately
as the other studies had.

The present study is similar to the above

cited studies in that it will also use a content training, correspon
dence training sequence for one group and it will report the percentage
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of saying and doing on an individual basis.

It will also be similar

in that it will involve a play activity situation within a pre-school
It will differ, however, in that it will use a do-say para

setting.
digm only.

The studies conducted by Risley and Hart (1968) and �ers-Warren
and Baer (1967) ...orked within the do-say fo:rrnat.
used two groups of six children.
quence was implemented.

Risley and Hart (1968)

A content, correspondence training se

During the content training phase, children

were rewarded socially and with a snack at the end of the day for re
ported use of a specific material during a free play period that had
occurred earlier.
havior.

They were reinforced regardless of their actual be

During the correspondence training phase, the children were

similarly rewarded only for reports which corresponded to the actual
use of that material earlier in the day.

The present study is similar

in that the reinforcarent will be contingent on the same behaviors and
circumstances.

The results obtained indicate that reinforcerrent of

verbal behavior alone initially resulted in an increase in verbal be
havior and not the non-verbal behavior.

After correspondence training

occurred, reinforcement of the verbal behavior alone produces increases
in both verbal and non-verbal behaviors.

Thus, Risley and Hart (1968)

speak of maintenance or "generalized correspondence".

Israel (1973)

questioned whether the procedure in fact produced such "generalized
correspondence" or whether the obtained results were the result of the
sequence involved.

The present study is also similar in that it will
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also use the do-say fonnat.
The results obtained in the Risley and Hart (1968) study were
presented as the percentage of children doing and the percentage of
children saying the target behavior.

Israel (1978) and Karlan and

Rusch (1982) state that such rep:)rting may perinit the distortion of
� results.

Israel (1978) used the example in which five of the

ten children were observed to say they v.0uld do X while the other
five did X.

As a result, this would be rep:)rted as 50 percent say

ing and 50 percent doing.

This may lead to the conclusion that half

of the individuals displayed corresp:)ndence when, in fact, :EX)ssibly
none did.

Karlan and Rusch (1982) suggested that as a result, it

is irnp:)ssible to determine which irrlividuals are contributing to
which effects because individual data cannot be shown within or across
sessions.

The present study will contribute to the solving of this

problem by collecting and graphing all data on an individual basis
within all phases of the experirrent.
RQJers-Warren and Baer (1976) demonstrated increased correSp:)n
dence behaviors through the rrodeling and reinforcement of rep:)rts of
sharing and praising.

They thus used a do-say fonnat.

ROJers-Warren

and Baer (1976) suggested that the say-do and the do-say formats are
based on the sarre procedural approach.

They suggested that the dif

ference is that in the say-do sequencing, the Opp:)rtunity to do occurs
al.rrost imrediately, whereas in the do-say paradigm, the opp:)rtunity
arises much later.

Karlan and Rusch (1982) suggested that the act of
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doing may be an antecedent for saying.

Rogers-Warren and Baer (1976)

suggested that the do-say sequences may have a greater range of con
trol (tirre variable) and that, therefore, it may be more likely to
produce generalization.

The present study is similar in that it will

also use a do-say format.
Israel and Brown (1977) conducted a study to investigate the
role of the verbal content phase.
children in a play situation.

They used two groups of preschool

One group was exposed to a baseline,

content, correspondence, content sequence and the other was exposed
to a baseline, correspondence, content sequence.

The results indicated

that reinforcement of verbalizations alone resulted in increased ver
balizations without increases in correspondence.
both resulted in increased correspondence.

Reinforcerrent of

Israel and Brown (1977)

suggested that the content phase by conceptualized as a control pro
cedure.

The present study is similar to the Israel and Bro.vn (1977)

study in that it will also be conducted with a preschool populatiort
in a play situation.

It will also use the sarre phase sequencing.

In general then, the present study expands on the available
literature by increasing the arrount of data on correspondence train
ing and the effects of sequencing and will also atterrpt to resolve
sare of the rrethodological issues which have been of concern.
In the present study, the researcher reinforced verbalizations
(saying the target behavior) made by the subjects when they were
asked, "What did you do in here this morning/afternoon?"

During the
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second phase, the researcher reinforced only those verbalizations
which corresponded to.the non-verbal behavior (doing and saying the
target behavior) in the rrorning/afternoon.
depending on the group.

The sequencing varied

It was anticipated that reinforcerrent of

verbalizations alone about engaging in the target behavior v,,10uld
result in increased verbalizations with no increase in the corres
i;onding behavior.

It was also anticipated that once in the corres

pondence training phase, the subjects would increase their percent
of corresponding behaviors.

It was anticipated that the rules given

to the subjects during phases 1 and 2 v,,10uld result in the subjects
shifting their behavior to the least preferred activity.

However,

it was anticipated that there would be rrore correspondence (between
non-verbal target behavior and verbal behavior) during the Content
phase when the phases followed the Correspondence-Content sequencing.
This was expected to be the result of the previous Correspondence
training phase (the subjects had already been reinforced for corres
ponding behaviors only and, thus, it is likely that this would carry
over into the Content phase).

It was also expected that engagerrent

in the target behavior and, therefore, occasions for related corres
pondence during Baseline2 would be greater for the Content-Corres
pondence sequence than for the Correspondence-Content phase sequenc
ing.

This was expected to be the result of the tanporal relationship

between the correspondence training phase and Baseline2 (closer tem
poral relationship in the Content-Correspondence sequencing).

CHAPI'ER II
METHOD

Subjects, Setting and Materials
Seven children, three to five years of age, who were enrolled
at the Child Developrrent Center (C.D.C.) served as subjects in this
study.

In ccrnpliance with the Center's policy, their parents were

informed that the children would be taking part in a study which in
volved understanding hew young children learn to honestly describe
their activities by learning to "tell the truth" (See Appendix).
The study was conducted at the Child Develoµrent Center, a pre
school artd kindergarten conducted under the auspices of the Founda
tion for Behavioral Research.

The classrcx::m utilized was a large

roan divided into 8 ft. by 8 ft. sections. Storage shelves approxi
mately 26 in. x 72 in. x 12 in. divided the roan. Tables and chairs
for the children were located in each separate section.
The materials used in the study consisted of play and recording
materials.

There were four types of play materials:

colors and supplies, puzzles, and clay.

blocks, water

The recording materials con

sisted of data sheets and a stop.vatch.
Procedure
Experimental Design.

The seven subjects were assigned to two groups.
8
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An atterrpt was made to equalize the groups as much as possible in
terms of age, days :per week in attendance, sex, and preferred play
activity. The two groups were exposed to different experimental se
quences as defined below.

Group A was given the sequence; baseline1 ,

content, correspondence and baseline2; Group B was given the sequence
baseline1, correspondence, content and baseline2.
Play Preference Assessnent. All subjects were assessed over a five
day :period to determine which of the four play activities they least
preferred.

In order to assess their preferences and whether they

could name the play activities, the follONing procedure was used.

An

experimenter approached a child selected to participate in the study
and said, "Let's go play in the Opening Roan." On the first day,
the play period lasted twenty minutes . During that time, the child
was encouraged to s:pend five minutes with each play activity.

Dur

ing each five minute :period, he/she was asked, "What are you doing?"
If he/she did not respond appropriately by saying sanething like,
"I'm playing with the blocks", "I'm painting", etc., the experimenter
prarpted these verbalizations. If the child responded appropriately
the first time, the experimenter prarpted no further verbalization.
On the second day the preference testing started.

The play materials

were arranged on a table so that each of the four were equally acces
sible.

The experimenter led the child into the roan and said, "You

can play with any of the things on the table as long as you want."
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The testing period lasted fifteen minutes.

During this period the

experirrenter recorded the amount of time the child engaged in an ac
tivity.

If the child changed activites, the sarre thing occurred.

There were two testing periods a day; one in the rrorning and one in
the afternoon.

The testing continued for four days for a total of

eight assessrents.
Training Procedure.

After the preferences -were determined, the fol

lCMing procedure was utilized with all subjects.

An experimenter

approached the child and said, "Let's go play in the Opening Roan."·
All the play materials -were arranged on a table so that they were
equally accessible.

When the child entered the roan, he was told,

"You can play with anything you want." After the child selected an
activity, the other materials were removed fran the table and the
child was allo.ved to play for five minutes.
the child returned to the classroan.

After the play period,

All subjects in all phases. of

the experirrent were treated as identically as possible during the
play period (non-verbal half of each session) described above.

This

nonverbal portion of each session always occurred first and occurred
once in the rrorning and once in the afternoon.
Sixty minutes after the play period, a sequence of events labeled
the·verbal period was initiated.

It was the differing events that

occurred during the verbal period that defined the phases of the ex
periment.
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The verbal period began when an additional experirrenter

(two

experirrenters were used, one for the non-verbal period and one for
the verbal period) approached the subject and said, "Let's go to the
Opening Roan." When in the Opening Roan, the child was asked, "What
did you play with in here this rrorning/afternoon?"

(the second ex

perirrenter knew what the child's least preferred activity was, but
did not knav what the child did during the preceding play period 60
minutes earlier) .
Baseline.

During Baseline sessions, the play period (non-verbal

portion) occurred first.

Sixty minutes later, the verbal period oc

curred. During Baseline, the experirrenter responded as positively
as possible to any verbalizations by the child, regardless of the
content of his/her verbalization. The child was given a variety of
reinforcers to choose fran (mini-snack, stickers, etc.) and allaved
to choose one.
Content.

There were

two

sessions per day.

During the Content phase, the play period occurred first.

Sixty minutes later, the verbal period occurred. During the Content
phase, each child was first asked, ''What things are here that you
could play with?"

Each child was then asked, "What did you play with

in here this morning/afternoon?'

The child was socially reinforced

and given a choice of reinforcemnt only if he verbalized that he en
gaged in his least preferred activity (the target behavior).

After

the first 10 sessions of this phase, children who had not verbalized
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the target activity were given a rule to do so. If the child did
not verbalize the target behavior, the experimenter said, "No prize
today. You have to say you played with (that child's lo.v preferred
activity)."

If

the child verbalized the target activity, the ex

perimenter said, "O.K., what prize do you want? You said you played
with (low preferred activity)." In order for reinforcement to oc
cur, the child's verbalizations must have indicated some reference
to the material or the activity, e.g., "Played with blocks", "painted",
"put a puzzle together", etc. There were two sessions per day.
Correspondence.

During the Correspondence phase, the play period

occurred first. Sixty minutes later, the verbal period occurred.
During the Correspondence phase, each child was first asked, "What
things are here that you could play with?" Each child was then asked,
"What did you play with in here this morning/afternoon?'

During all

sessions of the Correspondence phase, each child was socially rein�
forced and given a choice of reinforcement only for both engaging
in the target behavior and for later saying that they did so. After
the first 10 sessions of this phase, children who had not played with
and had not verbalized the target activity were given a rule to do so.
If the child did not play with and did not say he played with the tar
get activity, the experimenter said, "No prize today, you have to play
with (that child's low preferred activity) and say you played with
(the low preferred activity)." If the child played with and said he
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played with the target activity, the experimenter said, "O.K.,
what prize do you want? You said you played with (lo.v preferred
activity) and you really did, didn't you?"
Baseline2. The conditions to which the subjects 'M2re exposed

during Baseline2 'M2re identical to those to which they were exposed

during Baseline1.

Recording
The follo.ving data were recorded for each subject.
Occasion

Data Recorded

1. First day - Forced play.

Number of verbal prrnpts/
play activity.

2.

Preference testing.

.Arrount of time spent in each
activity/sessions, ·activity
per sessions, relevant
responses.

3•

Free play.

Activity chosen, arrount of
time playing, relevant
verbalization.

4.

Content period.

Verbalization.·

5.

Correspondence period.

Verbalization.

Reliability Checks
Reliability checks were taken by an independent observer on the
follo.ving behaviors.
1.

Arrount of time engaged in each activity during preference
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testing.
2.

Free play - activity chosen - amount of time actually

playing.
3.

Content period - verbalization.

4.

Correspondence period - verbalization.

CHAPl'ER

III

RESULTS
Preference Assessment
Table 1 shews the rank ordering of activities played with during
the five days of preference assessment for each subject in Groups A
and B. The percentages were canputed on the basis of time spent play
ing with each activity over the total amount of tirre. It was detenn
ined that the least preferred activities for Subjects 1, 2 and 3 in
Group A were blocks, blocks and clay, respectively. It was also de
tennined that the least preferred activities for Subjects 1, 2, 3 and
4 in Group B were clay, blocks, blocks and clay, respectively.
Group A

(Table 2)

Subject 1 emitted no occurrences with the non-preferred acti
vity (blocks) during the Baseline phase.

Positive correspondence with

the preferred during Baseline averaged 90.5%. Positive correspondence
with the non-preferred during the Correspondnece phase rose to 100%,
however, this was out of 6 occurrences. Correspondence with the pre
ferred dropped to 60% during the same phase. Positive correspondence
with the non-preferred then rose to 100% (29/29) during the Content
phase while correspondence with the preferred dropped to 36.4% (8/22).
Baseline 2 resulted in 94.1% correspondence with the non-preferred and
100% with the preferred (h�ver, there was only 1 occurrence).
15
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Table 1
Least Preferred Activity Percentages
for Subjects in Group A and B

Group B

Group A
Activity

1

2

3

1

2

3

4

Blocks

6%

6%

30%

6%

3%

7%

30%

Watercolors

31%

35%

49%

64%

9%

28%

49%

Puzzles

13%

30%

21%

30%

82%

25%

21%

Clay

50%

29%

0%

0%

6%

40%

0%
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Table 2
Percentage of Positive Correspondence for
Subje cts in Group A

Phase
Subje ct

Content

B2

Bl

Corr.

90.5%(38/42) c

60%(15/25)

36.4%(8/22)

100%(1/1)

NOd

100%(6/6)

100%(29/29)

94.1%(16/17)

54.2%(26/48)

45 .2%(14/31)

10.3%(4/39)

3%(1/32)

20%(1/5)

80%(4/5)

100%(3/3)

1

pa
m,b
2
p

NP

NO

3
p

NP

79.5%(35/44)
NO

84.2%(16/19)

77.8%(7/9)

100%(1/1)

100%(9/9)

NO

83.3%(5/6)

c3p = preferred
�= non-preferred
c = numbers in parentheses indicate the number of instances of posi
tive correspondence over the number of occurrences
�=no occurrences
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surrrnary, positive corres:pondence with the non-preferred went fran no
occurrence during Baseline1 to 94.1% corres:pondence during Baseline2.
Subject 2 emitted no occurrences with the non-preferred activity
(blocks) during the Baseline phase. Positive corres:pondence with the
preferred during Baseline averaged 54.2%. Positive correspondence
with the non-preferred was 20% while positive corres:pondence with
the preferred averaged 45. 2% during the Corres:pondence phase. Corre
s:pondence with the non-preferred then rose to 80% (ha,.;ever, 5 instances)
while corres:pondence with the preferred dropped to 10.3%(4/39) during
the Content phase. Baseline2 resulted in averages of 100%(3/3) for
the non-preferred and 3%(1/32) for the preferred.

In surrmary, Sub

ject 2's results showed much variability and inconsistency. Positive
correspondence with the non-preferred went fran no occurrences during
Baseline to 100% (however, there -were only 3 occurrences) corres:pon
dence during Baseline2. The results -were not as drastic as those of
Subject 1.
Subject 3 emitted no occurrences with the non-preferred activity
(clay) during the Baseline phase. Positive correspondence with the
preferred during Baseline averaged 79.5%. Positive corres:pondence
with the non-preferred rose to 100% (however, there was only 1 occur
rence) and positive correspondence with the preferred was 84.2% during
the Corres:pondence phase. Correspondence with the non-preferred then
rose to 100%(9/9) while corres:pondence with the preferred dropped to
77.8% during the Content phase. Baseline2 resulted in a positive
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correspondence percentage of 83.3% (5/6) for the non-preferred and
no occurrences for the preferred. In surmnary, positive correspondence
with the non-preferred 'v-.'ent fran no occurrences during Baseline to
83.3% correspondence (hCMever, there �re only 6 occurrences) during
Baseline2 .
Group B (Table 3)
Subject 1 emitted no occurrences with the non-preferred activity (clay) during the Baseline phase.

Positive correspondence with

the preferred during Baseline averaged 100%.

Positive correspondence

with the non-preferred rose to 100% (20/20) while correspondnece with
the preferred dropped to 78.6% during the Content phase. Positive
correspondnece with the non-preferred remained high (100%-65/65) while
correspondence dropped even la.-.ier (33%) with the preferred during the
Correspondence phase. Baseline2 correspondence percentages with the
non-preferred remained high (100%-29/29) while correspondence with

the preferred dropped to 0%(0/5). In surrmary, a positive correspon
dence with the non-preferred went fran no occurrences during Baseline
to 100% during Baseline2•

This subject sha.-.ied notable results through

out the entire study.

Subject 2 sha.-.ied a 60% positive correspondence rate (only 5 occur
rences) with the non-preferred activity (blocks) and an 82.9% rate with
the preferred activity during Baseline. Positive correspondence with
the non-preferred then rose to 100% (ha.-.iever, only 2 occurrences)
during the Content phase.

Correspondence with the preferred dropped
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Table 3
Percentage of Positive Correspondence for
Subjects in Group B

Phase
Subject

Bl

Content

Corr.

B2

1
pa
�

Nd1

78 .6%(11/14)

33%(6/18)

0%(0/5)

100%(20/20)

100%(65/65)

100%(29/29)

82.9%(29/35)

39.4%(13/33)

60.5%(23/38)

64.3%(9/14)

100%(2/2)

100%(38/38)

100%(20/20)

95.7%(44/46)

50%(10/20)

33 .3%(1/3)

100%(2/2)

100%(6/6)

100%(82/82)

95 .8%(46/48)

33.3%(12/36)

66 .6%(2/3)

100% (1/1)

100%(74/74)

100%(46/46) C

2
p
NP

60%(3/5)

3
p
NP

00

100%(27/27)

4
p
NP

NO

00

100%(27/27)

� = preferred
�=non-preferred
c = numbers in parentheses indicate the number of instances of posi
tive correspondence over the number of occurrences
�o = no occurrences
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to 39.4%.

Positive correspondence with the non-preferred then drasti

cally rose to 100%(38/38) while correspondence with the preferred was
at 60.5% during the Correspondence phase.

Positive correspondence

with the non-preferred remained at 100%(20/20) while correspondence
with the preferred was at 64.3%(9/14) during-Baseline2.

In surranary,

Subject 2 went fran 60% correspondence (only 3/5 occurrences) with
the non-preferred to 100% during Baseline2 .
Subject 3 showed a 100% positive correspondence rate with the
non-preferred activity (blocks) during Baseline (ho.vever, only 2 occur
rences).

Preferred correspondence averaged 95.7%(44/46).

Correspon

dence with the non-preferred then rose to 100%(6/6) while correspon
dence with the preferred dropped to 50% during the Content phase.
Positive correspondence with the non-preferred then drastically rose
to 100%(82/82) while correspondence with the preferred dropped to
33. 3% during the Correspondence phase.

Baseline2 also sho.ved drastic

results with a 100% correspondence rate with the non-preferred and no
occurrences with the preferred.

In surrrnary, Subject 3 started at 100%

correspondence rate with the non-preferred (only 2 occurrences) during
Baseline and remained at a 100% correspondence rate (27 occurrences)
during Baseline2.
Subject 4 emitted no occurrences with the non-preferred during
Baseline.
centage.

Correspondence with the preferred resulted in a 95. 5 per
Correspondence with the non-preferred then rose to 100% (ho.v

ever, only 1 occurrence) and correspondence with the preferred dropped
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to 33. 3% during the Content phase.

The Correspondence phase then

resulted in a 100% correspondence rate (74/74) with the non-pref
erred and a 66.6% rate with the preferred.

Baseline2 resulted in a

100% rate with the non-preferred and no occurrences with the pref
erred were emitted.

In surrrnary, Subject 4 went fran no occurrences

with the non-preferred during Baseline to a 100% correspondence rate
during Baseline2 .
Reliability
An independent observer made reliability checks on one out of
every four sessions during the preference assessrrent and all phases
of the study.

The researcher calculated reliability by dividing the

agreements of the observer by the agreements plus disagreerrents, and
multiplying the quotient by 100.

Reliability rreasures yielded 100%

agreerrent for all phases of the study.

CHAPI'ER IV
DISCUSSICN

This study assessed the effects of a do-say procedure and phase
sequencing on the correspondence behaviors of. seven preschoolers.
Three subjects received correspondence-content (Group A) phase se
quencing training and four subjects received content-rorrespondence
(Group B) phase sequencing training. During the Content Phase, sub
jects received reinforcement (socials, stickers, snack, etc.) for ver
balizations about engaging in a pre-determined non-preferred activity.
During the Correspondence Phase, subjects received reinforcement for
verbalizations about the non-preferred activity only when they had
actually engaged in play with that specific non-preferred activity.
For all subjects, the given rules and reinforcerrent for verbali
zations alone or reinforcement for actually engaging in play with the
non-preferred activity and corresponding verbalizations resulted in more
contact with and, therefore, rrore chances or occurrences for positive
correspondence with the non-preferred activity. For all subjects, there
was a gradual shift fran playing with a preferred activity to playing
with the non-preferred"activity. Although playing with the non-preferred
increased, there were still instances of playing with the preferred toy.
The Correspondence-Content training sequence (Group A) produced
variable results.

One subject had to drop out of the study, and two

others had poor attendance, resulting in less training and stabilization
23
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during the specific phases.

It appears fran l(X)king at the Table,

that the Correspondence Phase did not have much of an effect on the
subjects' corresponding behaviors.

There were few instances of p)Si

tive correspondence with the non-preferred activity ccnpared with the
contact made with the preferred activity.
attendance and should be questioned.

This may be due to poor

After entering into the Content

Phase, two of the subjects increased corresp)ndence rates with the non
preferred activity.

It can also be seen by l(X)king at the preferred

activities during the Content phase that reinforcerrent resulted in
increases in verbalizations, but little correspondence.

Sherman (1964),

1.Dvaas (1961), Risley and Hart (1968), and Israel and Brown (1977) all
found similar results.

When l(X)king at Baseline2 figures, two of the

subjects (the same two as above) continued to display high rates of
correspondnece with the non-preferred activity.

An indication of the

above is that it does not appear that the Corresp)ndence-Content
training sequence results in less correspondence during the final Base
line phase (because of the temporal relationship between the Corres
p)ndence Phase and Baseline2).

However, it does appear that the Content

phase resulted in increases in verbalizations with no increases in

the corresponding behavior.

Again, the poor attendance of the subjects ·

needs to be considered and the results of this group are questionable
As can be seen fran Table 3, the subjects in the Content-Corres
p)ndence training sequence (Group B) all revealed fairly predictable
results.

Subjects in the Content Phase emitted fe.v occurrences with
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the non-preferred activty (with the exception of Subject 1), however,
many occurrences with the preferred activity.

Correspondence between

doing and saying the activity was low, which shows an increase in ver
balizations about the activity, but little or no increase in corres
pondence.

Again, it was found that altering verbal behavior alone had

minimal effects on the corresponding non-verbal behavior.

Once the

subjects entered the Correspondence Phase where reinforcerrent was con
tingent upon doing and saying the non-preferred activity, there was a
great increase in correspondence.

These results closely resemble those

found by Risley and Hart (1968) who also inplerrented a do-say paradigm
with a content-correspondence sequence.

When looking at Baseline2

figures, it can be seen that correspondence with the non-preferred
activity remained high with few instances of correspondence with the
preferred activity.

It appears fran these results that the Content

Correspondence sequence resulted in a continuation of correspondence
even when reinforcerrent was no longer contingent on correspondence.
In canparing a Correspondence-Content sequence with a Content-Corres
pondence sequence, it is difficult to ascertain the effects the sequence
has on corresponding behaviors.

Both Groups A and B continued to emit

high rates of correspondence with the non-preferred activity during
Baseline2.

Therefore, the effects of the temporal relationship between

the phases and Baseline2 are questionable.
In canparing a do-say paradigm and a say-do paradigm, the effects
of such procedures are questionable.

In a do-say paradigm (Content
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phase), the subject's verbalizations about what he did are reinforced.
In a say-<lo paradigm, the subject's verbalizations about what he is
going to do are reinforced.

During the correspondence phase (do-say),

verbalizations are reinforced only when they are accurate as to what
the subject had done.

During the correspondence phase (say-<lo), ver

balizations are reinforced only after the subject did what he said
he was going to do.

A number of studies (Karoly & Dirks, 1977; Israel,

1977; Israel and O'Leary, 1973) have canpared the tvx).

In rrost instances,

the say-<lo sequences have been found to result in greater increases in
correspondence.

Ho..;ever, all have resulted in increases.

Rogers-Warren

and Baer (1976) sU:,gest that the two sequences are based on the

saITe

approach, with the exception that the opportunity to do occurs much
later in the do-say paradigm. They suggest that the do-say paradi gm
may have a greater range of· control (time variable) and that, there
fore, it may be rrore likely to produce generalization.
(1968) thus speak of "generalized correspondence".

Risley and Hart

As can be seen, the

results frcm such studies are variable with both types of sequences (say
do and do-say) prcxiucing increases in correspondence.

Whether one is

clearly an advantage over the other is still a question which is un
answered.
In surrrnary, the effects of a Correspondence-Content sequence ver
sus a Content-Correspondence one are not clear.
there was little variation as shc,,.m by Baseline2.

Fran the above results,
What does appear to

be a result is the fact that in rrost instances, reinforcement of verba-
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lizations alone results in increases in verbalizations with little or
no increase in the corresponding behaviors.
One possible recarrrendation for future research in the area of
correspondence training is to have all subjects receive an equal
arrount of training in all phases of the experirrent.

Poor attendance

and variable training in the phases of this experiment (group A) may
have had a drastic result on the effects or ability to corrpare the
two groups or sequences. Another reccmrendation would be the imple
rrentation of a study similar to this one, only ccnparing the do-say
and say-do paradigms in the same manner.

Ccnparing the results of

this study with one where a say-do paradigm was utilized may be ques
tj.onable as the results of do-say versus say-do are not clear.
Another recarrnendation beyond the scope of this study would be
to investigate the effects of intennittent reinforcement on correspon
dence behaviors.

It is possible that an intennittent schedule might

lead to greater maintenance or "generalized correspondence".

Another

recamendation might be to see whether the content phase or verbal
training caTipOnent is even necessary or effective in correspondence
training.

This might be investigated by ccnparing a Baseline, Corres

pondence, Baseline2 study with a Baseline, Content, Correspondence,
Baseline2 study and vice-versa.

If the content phase has little or no

effect on the corresponding behaviors, then it may not even be needed.
Training individuals in a "correspondence phase only" type of study
using an intennittent schedule of reinforce:nent may be rrore effective
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and may reflect rrore of the normal daily circumstances to which in
dividuals are exposed.

APPENDIX

PARENT AIJTIK)RIZATICN IEITER
Child---------Roan
Date
Dear
During the next 10 weeks, I would like your child to participate in my
master's research study for approximately 20 minutes each day. This
study involves assessing your child's toy and play preferences; teaching
him/her to accurately describe their activities; and to see if giving
your child a small treat (raisins) for saying that they played with their
least preferred toy will result in him/her playing with toys they do not
normally use. During this part of the study, it is possible that your
child may occasionally receive a treat for saying that they played with
a specific toy, when in fact they did not. However, after the observa
tion sessions have been canpleted, a discussion will be held with each
child regarding the "garre activities" he/she participated in.
Each session will be arranged so that your child will not miss impor
tant classroan activities.
Please contact rre if you have any questions about your child's parti
cipation. I am looking forward to working with your child on this study
for my thesis requirerrents and will let you knCM my general observations
when canpleted.
Please sign and return this sheet to the office so that I will know you
have agreed to your child's participation.
Sincerely yours,
Catherine M. McManus
Green Roan Teacher

Parent Signature

David M. Keenan, Ph.D.
Director
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